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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: 

Independent claim 454 was discussed with respect to the 102 rejection of Ward, specifically, with respect to the 
language of "through a chemical linkage". Applicants disagree with the examiner's rejection, and suggest that one of 
skill in the art would not construe the the above language to read as broadly as the examiner has asserted. The 
102/103 rejection of Halloran was also discussed. Applicants argued that Halloran did not teach a DNA-DNA 
interaction (i.e. nucleic acid probe), but simply taught a protein coupled to small single stranded segment of DNA. 
Applicants were encourged to include the arguments presented in the interview in the response the the examiner's 
non-final office action. 



